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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1-20 are pending in the present application. Reconsideration of the ctaims is respectfully 
requested. Amendments were made to the specification to coned errors and to clarify the specification. 
No new matter has been added by any of the amendments to the specification, 



I h^ei-vlew Summary 

Applicants thank Examiner Hwoo Park for the courtesies extended to Applicants 1 representatives 
during the April 18, 2006 telephone interview. During the interview. Applicants' representatives 
discussed the distinction between the claims and the Broken reference. The Examiner agreed with the 
distinctions drawn by the Applicants between Brawen and features of claim 1 and indicated that the 
rejection of the claims based on this reference were overcome. The Examiner said that he would issue a 
second non-final office action upon the receipt of the present response. No agreement was reached as to 
other rejections under 35 U.S.C. §§ 101, 112, and 103. 



II MITAC-* 112A 

The Examiner has rejected claims 7 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

The Examiner has rejected these claims stating; 

6, Claims 7 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 
Office Action dated March 1 , 2006, p. 4. 

Claim 7 is representative of all claims in this group and recites: 

7- The method of claim 6, wherein the step of setting the length comprises: 
setting the length field as follows: 

length field - (ABS(ftame sb^CLS)+l)*CLS. 
wherein CLS is the cache length size. 

Applicants respectfully point out that the letters ABS when used in the form shown in claims 7 
and 15, in a mathematical expression as shown, stand for the mathematical function "Absolute Number." 
The mathematical function ABS returns the absolute value of its numerical parameters, a number without 
a sign. This function is commonly taught as a part of high school mathematics curricula and extensively 
used in programming languages to denote the mathematical function |x|. See, 
http://www T pnaivzemath.com/D^^ 
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h t« r // W ww. w 3schc mh ^w^kr.rint/lang abs.asp. Detailed texts of these sources are included in 
Appendices A and B respectively. 

Applicants do not claim the mathematical function ABS as their invention in claims 7 and 15. 
The Applicants only rely on this commonly used mathematical function to claim the unique features of 
claims 7 and 15 that depend upon or use the mathematical function ABS. Therefore, the applicants 
respectfully request that the rejection of claims 7 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph should 
be withdrawn. 

HI 3gU.S.C.81Ql 

The Examiner has rejected claims 17-18 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as being directed towards non- 
statutory subject matter. 

The Examiner has rejected these claims stating: 

• Claims 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed ^ 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. The present claims recite a 
computer program product in a computer readable medium". This medium is not 
recited as "storage" or "tangible" and therefore does not fall within the categories 
of patentable subject matter (e.g. process, machine, manufacture, or composition 
of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof). 

• Claims 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention lacks patentable utility. These claims recite instructions for performing 
particular functions (e.g. "receiving" and "setting"). .However, these instructions 
lack practical application. 

Office Action dated March 1, 2006, pp. 4-5. 

Section 101 of Title 35 U.S.C. sets forth the subject matter that can be patented: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, 
manufacture, or composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement 
thereof, may obtain a patent therefore, subject to the conditions and requirements 
of this tide. 

" [N]o patent is available for a discovery, however useful, novel, and nonobvious, unless it falls 
within one of the express categories of patentable subject matter of 35 U.S.C. § 101." Kewanee Oil Co. 
v. Bicron Corp., 416 U.S. 470. 483. 181 USPQ 673,679 (1974). The statutory categories of § 101 define 
eligible (patentable or statutory) subject matter, i.e., subject matter that can be patented. The listed 
statutory categories of invention are "process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter." 
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Claim 17 is representative of all claims in this group and recites: 

17. A computer program product in a computer readable medium for 
transferring data from a memory to a network adapter, the computer program 
product comprising: . . 

first instructions for receiving a request to transfer data m the memory to 

a network adapter; 

second instructions for setting a transfer size to align the data with a 
cache line size if the amount of data to be transferred is unequal to the cache Ime 
size, wherein an amount of data is less than or equal to the transfer size. 

In the present case, claim 17 clearly and unquestionably recites a "product," an article of 
manufacture, embodied in a tangible computer usable medium, implementing the method of claim 1, 
Section 100(b) of Thle 35 U.S.C. defines "process* to mean, "process, art or method, and includes a new 
use of a known process, machine, manufacture, composition of matter, or material." The definition of 
"process" to mean "process, art or method" makes it clear that the terms are synonymous. See, S. Rep. 
No. 1979, reprinted in 1952 U.S. Code Cong, & Admin. News at 2409-10. The Office cannot creatively 
redefine the claimed invention to be something other than what is explicitly recited in the claim for the 
sole purpose of rejecting the claim, and in this case, claim 1 recites a method. Therefore, the invention of 
claim 1 falls within the statutory categories of patentable subject matter because the claim recites a 
method. Therefore, claim 17 which claims a product implementing the method of claim 1 is also directed 
to statutory subject matter under 35 U,S.C. § 101. 

Furthermore, the invention of claim 17 produces useful and tangible results with well-known 
practical applications in the pertinent industry. Claim 17 recites "second instructions for setting a transfer 
size to align the data with a cache line size if the amount of data to be transferred is unequal to the cache 
line size, wherein an amount of data is less than or equal to the transfer size." A data transfer from 
computer memory to input/output sub-systems is more efficient when the data being transferred is cache 
aligned. 

With respect to transferring data between a memory subsystem and an 
input/output (I/O) subsystem using a PCI bus, efficiencies in transferring data are 
dependent on cache aligned data transfers from the memory subsystem to the I/O 
subsystem. Efficiencies are greatest when the total data transfer is an integral 
multiple of the cache line size (CLS). For example, transfers to a disk storage 
system fit this model in which typical transfers have sizes, such as 512, 1024, 
2048, and 4096 bytes. 
• < * 

These efficiencies are typically not found with some I/O subsystems, such as 
network adapters. If the data in memory is cache aligned, the data may be read 
from prefetch memory 410. The present invention adds additional dummy data to 
allow tor cache alignment, As a result, DMA transfers of data from the system 
memory to the network adapter may be made more efficiently as described 
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below. Further, this additional data is discarded by the network adapter when 
data is transferred by the network adapter. 
Specification, p. % U. 3-13; p. 13, 11. 21-28. 

A method or product that improves data transfer efficiency, by the very description exudes utility, 
benefit, and distinct advantages in the computer hardware and software industry. Higher efficiency of 
data transfer implies more data transferred over an existing bandwidth, same data transfer over a smaller 
bandwidth, or both. In each case, the method or product so affecting data transfer directly implicates 
fiscal benefits, performance benefits, or ease of implementation. In each case, the advantages of the 
method or product are discretely quantifiable, and therefore of patentable utility. Therefore, the invention 
of claim 17, which teaches a more efficient way of transferring data, produces a useful result, has 
practical applications, and therefore comprises patentable subject matter. 

Furthermore, the invention of claim 17 is patentable in view of new guidelines covering 
patentability of claims directed to a process in a computer readable medium. The USPTO Guideline for 
evaluating computer-readable medium encoded with functional descriptive material, such as a computer 
program, expressly states that a claim to such computer-readable medium when bo encoded is statutory 
subject matter. USPTO, Interim Guideline for Examination of Patent Application for Patent Subject 
Matter Eligibility (26 Oct. 2005) (hereinafter "Guideline"). The Guideline provides, in relevant part: 
«[A] claimed computer-readable medium encoded with a data structure defines 
structural and functional interrelationships between the data structure and the^ 
computer software and hardware components which permit the data structure's 
functionality to be realized, and is thus statutory." 

Id, p. 52. 

The Guideline further provides: 

Claims that recite nothing but the physical characteristics of a form of energy, 
6uch as a frequency, voltage, or the strength of a magnetic field, define energy or 
magnetism, per se, and as such are nonstatutory natural phenomena. O'Reilly, 56 
U.S. (15 How.) at 112-14. Moreover, It does not appear that a claim reciting a 
signal encoded with functional descriptive material falls within any of the 
categories of patentable subject matter set forth in § 101. 

These interim guidelines propose that such signal claims are ineligible for patent 
protection because they do not fall within any of the four statutory classes of § 
101. Public comment is sought for further evaluation of this question. 

Id., pp. 55-56. 

Claim 17 is directed to a computer program product in a computer readable medium. As the 
Guideline provides, "a computer readable medium with a data structure defines structural and functional 
interrelationships between the data structure and the computer software and hardware components which 
permit the data stmcuire's functionality to be realized" is statutory. Because claim 17 recites a computer 
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program product In a computer readable medium, along with the other recited steps, claim 17 does 
describe a data structure that defines structural and functional interrelationships between the data structure 
and the computer software and hardware components, which permit the data structure's functionality to 
be realized. Thus, claim 17 Is patentable subject mater under 35 U.S.C. § 101, as explained under the 
Guideline. 

The claim recites a "computer readable iredium'' in which a signal is embedded. Claim 17 
claims functional descriptive material encoded on a computer readable medium and does not claim 
signals encoded with functional descriptive material. For this additional reason, claim 17 falls under 
allowable statutory matter under 35 TJ.S.C. § 10 1 . 

Claim 17 comprises statutory subject matter because the claim is directed towards the medium, 
and not to the radio frequency or the light wave signals that may inherently be used in such media 
technologies. The use of radio frequency or light wave as a method of encoding or recording the 
computer program onto such medium does not render the medium itself nonstatutory. Even in case of a 
CD-ROM. a laser form of light wave is used for accomplishing the encoding/recording of the Information 
on to the CD-ROM, yet the CD-ROM remains a well-accepted computer readable medium. Encoding the 
air or glass fiber medium with radio frequency or light wave similarly cannot render the air or glass fiber 
medium nonstatutory under §101. 

Thus, based on the MFEP and applicable case law, claim 17 is statutory under 35 U.S.C. § 101. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the rejection of claims 17-18 under 35 U.S.C. 
$ 101. 

IV ag VS£m * 1M» Antfctoalion 

The Bxaminer has rejected claims 1-3, 5, 9-11. 13, 17 and 19 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Browen, PCI-X bus system testing and verification apparatus and method, United States 
Patent No. 6,633.832 Bl (issued, October 14. 2003). (hereinafter, "Broweri"). This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

The Examiner has rejected claim 1 stating: 

Regarding claim 1, Browen teaches a method for transferring data from a 
memory to a network adapter (see col. 3, lines 6-7 and 12-13) . The reference 
teaches receiving a request (see Figure 3; col. 4, line 29) to transfer data in the 
memory to a network adapter; and setting a transfer size to align the data (see col. 
4, fines 37-40) with a cache line size if the amount of data to be transferred is 
unequal to the cache line size, wherein an amount of data is less than or equal to 
the transfer size (see col. 4, line* 29-3 1). 
Office Action dated March 1, 2006, p. 6. 
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A prior art reference anticipates the claimed invention under 35 U.S.C § 102 only if every 
element of a claimed invention is identically shown in that single reference, arranged as they a* in the 
Claims. In re Band, 9lOF.2d 831, 832, 15U.S.P.Q.2d 1566, 1567 (Fed. Cir. 1990). All limitations of the 
claimed invention must be considered when determining patentability. In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 158Z 
32 U.S P.Q.2d 1031, 1034 (Fed. Cir. 1994). Anticipation focuses on whether a claim mads on the product 
or process a prior art reference discloses, not on what the reference broadly teaches. Kalman v. Kimberfy- 
Clark Corp.. 713 F.2d 760, 218 U.S.P.Q. 781 (Fed. Cir. 1983). In this case, each and every feature of the 
presently claimed invention is not identically shown in the cited reference, arranged as they are in the 

claims. 

Claim 1 recites: 

1 . (Original) A method in a data processing syBtem for transferring data 

from a memory to a network adapter, the method comprising: 

receiving a request to transfer data in the memory to a network adapter; and 
setting a transfer size to align the data with a cache line size if the amount of data 

to be transferred is unequal to the cache line size, wherein an amount of data is less than 

or equal to the transfer size. 

Contrary to the Examiner's assertion. Brawen does not teach the setting step of the method of 
claim 1. Particularly, in the setting step. Browen does not teach the feature, "setting a transfer size to 
align the data with a cache line size if the amount of data to be transferred is unequal to the cache line 
size, wherein an amount of data is less than or equal to the transfer size." The Bxaminer cites the 
following section of Browen as teaching this feature: 

Also* the desired source/destination, address alignment for the transaction is set. 

This allows for full testing on various memory address alignments and cache 

boundaries. 
Browen, Col. 4, 11. 37-40. 

Browen teaches a Betting step that is not the same as the setting step as recited in claim 1. Browen 
teaches a method to test PCI-X devices for compliance with the PCI-X standard. In the process of this 
testing, Brown's setting step involves setting the source/destination address alignment so thai the 
memory addresses accessed for the read/write can be tested for compliance with the cache boundaries. In 
contrast, claim 1 recites setting a transfer size to align data with a cache line sias. Setting this transfer 
size in claim 1 is not the same as setting a source/destination address alignment in the cited reference. 

In Browen, the purpose of this address alignment is described as follows: 

Possible data phase behaviors include masking byte enables at the beginning and 
end of a sequence and disconnecting at a specified ADB in the transaction. 
Browen, col. 4, 11. 49-51. 
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Through this step, Bremen seeks to test whether the transfer of data during the PCI-X testing 
occurs at the allowable disconnect boundaries, the boundaries being memory address boundaries . This 
step in Brown is distinct from the setting step as lecited in claim 1 . The step in claim 1 states "setting a 
transfer size to align the data with a cache line size if the amount of data to be transferred is unequal to the 
cache line size," and "wherein an amount of data is less than or equal to the transfer size." The first of 
these two features of the setting step in claim 1 states that the transfer s izejsset to align with the cache 
line size, and not an address alignment with cache boundary as Browen teaches. As is well known in the 
art, a memory address is distinct from and not reflective of the memory size. Therefore, without more, 
memory address alignment alone does not teach memory size alignment Browen discloses the former, 
the feature of claim 1 recites the latter, and therefore, the two are distinct from one another. 

The setting step is dependent on a condition for determining when the setting of transfer size 
occurs. This condition, "if the amount of data to be transferred is unequal to the cache line size" is not 
taught by Browen in the entire disclosure. Browen does not teach this condition because Browen is not 
concerned with efficiency of the data transfer in cases where the transferred data is of a different size than 
the size of the memory cache. Browen, in general is directed towards PCI-X device testing for PCI-X 
protocol compliance, and not efficiency of data transfer. In the cited section in particular, Browen is 
concerned with testing for any violation of the memory address boundary conditions. The feature recited 
in claim 1 , on the other hand, does not refer to memory addresses. In the section of Browen, that the 
Examiner seeks support from, any reference to size alignment that the feature of claim 1 states is notably 
absent. Also absent in Browen is the teaching of the condition whfin the size alignment occurs. 
Therefore, Browen does not teach, "setting a transfer size to align the data with a cache line size If the 
amount of data to be transferred is unequal to the cache line size." 

By the same reason as described above, Browen also does not teach, the second part of the setting 
step of claim 1 , namely, "wherein an amount of data is less than or equal to the transfer size." Absent in 
the entire disclosure of Browen is any discussion of efficiently handling various sizes of data transfers. 
Browen therefore does not teach a further step where if an amount of data to be transferred is less than the 
transfer size, and the steps of making the transfer of such data efficient. Thus. Browen does not anticipate 
claim 1. For the same reasons, independent claims 9, 17, and 19 are also not anticipated by Browen 
because they contain features similar to those in claim 1 . Further, dependent claims 2, 5, 10, and 13 ate 
not anticipated by Browen because they depend from one of these independent claims. Thus, Browen 
does not anticipate claims 1-2, 5. 9-10, 13, 17. and 19 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). 

Claim 3, which depends from claim t, includes additional features not shown by Browen. The 
Examiner further rejects this claim on additional grounds, stating: 
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As for claim 3, Browen teaches a length indicator is set to the amount o f data and 
the network adapter outputs only the amount of data set by the valid length 
indicator after the data has been transferred to the network adapter (see col. 4, 
lines 52-56, Pd-X transaction is initiated with the programmed alignment ana 
any relevant behavior properties). 
Office Action dated March 01, 2006. p. 6. 

Claim 3 recites: 

3 The method of claim 1 . wherein a val id length indicator is set to the 
amount of data and wherein the network adapter outputs only the amount of data 
set by the valid length indicator after the data has been transferred to the network 
adapter. 

The Examiner cites the following section from Browen in support of the rejection: 

In step 312 a PCI-X transaction is initiated, starting with the programmed 
source/destination address alignment as well as the selected PCI-X command and 
any relevant behavior properties specific to the Address/Command phase (i.e., 
32-bit or 64-bit operation). 
Browen, col. 4, 11. 52-56. 

Contrary to the Examiner's assertion, Browen fails to teach the feature "valid length indicator" of 

claim 3. The Examiner relies on the statement "any relevant behavior properties" as teaching the valid 

length indicator as claimed, and construes Browen's teaching in a manner inconsistent with Browen's 

description. The Examiner's selection of the phrase - any relevant behavior properties - from Browen's 

disclosure is misleading because the Examiner has left out the qualifier to that phrase that properly 

defines the scope of the phrase in Browen 's disclosure. Browen suggests "any relevant behavior 

properties T *"i fie to the Adrtr^Command phase " and therefore must be construed with that specificity 

to be considered as taught by Browen, Without the limitation of that speoificity, the phrase, as the 

Examiner has asserted against the claim, engulfs every property of every PCI or PCI-X device ever 

invented. Clearly, this assertion is not supported by Browen, Browen teaches the address/command 

phase behavior properties, examples of which are 32-bit or 64-bit operation, with respect to a PCI-X 

transaction configuration of a PCI-X requester. This teaching is limited to selecting the address/attribute 

phase behavior of the PCI requester during the testing. The phrase "any relevant behavior properties" 

therefore relates to selection of address/attribute phase and data phase behavior properties in Browen 's 

PCI-X testing system, and not the valid length of the data a network adapter must put out from the 

transferred data that the adaptor receives. Claim 1 recites a valid length indicator that Is written by the 

network adapter device driver into the system memory and sent with the data stream to the network 

adapter. This valid length indicator is used for indicating to the network adapter the length of valid data 

in the transferred segment of data that the adapter must put out on the network. The definition, purpose, 
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and use of the valid length indicator in claim 3 are thus distinct from any property of the 
address/command phase contemplated by Browen, 

Therefore, Browen's statement- any relevant behavior properties specific to address/command 
phase-does not anticipate a valid length indicator as described. Because Browen does not disclose 
"valid length indicator" feature of claim 3, Browen cannot anticipate claim 3 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). 
Because claim 11 contains features similar to those in claim 3, Browen does not anticipate claim 11 for 
the same reasons. 

v as UAC - 6 in 3 " ° hv<ouaness 

The Examiner has rejected claims 4 and 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Browen, in view of McCrory et al., System and Method for Software Controlled Cache Line Affinity 
Enhancements, United States Patent Application 2002/0095554 Al (Published, July 18, 20O2) 
(hereinafter, "McCrory"). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 
The Examiner has rejected claim 4 stating: 

As for claim 4, Browen does not teach the cache line size, as being 2", where in n 
is a positive Integer. As for this limitation. Mccrory et al. teaches cache line size 
as being a power of 2 (see 2") . The Mccrory et al. also teaches this size where n 
is a positive integer (see "16, 32, 64, 128", Page 3, paragraph 0036) . At the time 
of the invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
combine the cited disclosures in order to obtain a method including a typical 
cache line size, as taught by McCrory et al. (see Id.) 
Office Action dated March 1, 2006, p. 9. 

Claim 4 is representative of all claims in this group and recites: 

4. The method of claim 1 . wherein the cache line size is 2", wherein n is a 
positive integer. 

V.AJ The Proposed Combination Not Teach all of the Features of ChfflP 4 
The Examiner has failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection because the proposed 
combination does not teach all of the features of claim 4. A prlmafade case of obviousness is 
established when the teachings of the prior art itself suggest the claimed subject matter to a person of 
ordinary skill in the an. Inre Bell, 991 F.2d 781, 783, 26 U.S.P.Q.2d 1529. 1531 (Fed. Cir. 1993). All 
limitations of the claimed invention must be considered when determining patentability. In re Ltnvry, 32 
F.3d 1579, 1582. 32 U.S.P.Q.2d 1031, 1034 (Fed. Cir. 1994). In the case at hand, not all of the features 
of the claimed invention have been considered and the teachings of the references themselves do not 
suggest the claimed subject matter to a person of ordinary skill in the art- 
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Clalm4 claims a method depending from the method of claim J. Therefore, the distinctions 
between Browen and claim 1 apply in the same manner to claim 4 so that Browen does not anticipate 
claim 4 either. Specifically, Browen does not teach the claim 1 feature "setting a transfer size to align the 
data with a cache line size if the amount of data to be transferred is unequal to the cache line size, wherein 
an amount of data is less than or equal to the transfer size." 

The Examiner admits that Brvwen does not teach, "wherein the cache line size is 2\ wherein n is 
a positive integer" feature of claim4. The Examiner seeks to use McCrory to satisfy missing features in 
Browen. However, the combination of Browen and McCrory cannot teach all features of claim 1 because 
McCrory does not overcome the deficiencies in Browen.. In the sections that the Examiner cites from 

McCrory, McCrory states: 

[0036] In an MP computer system, the memory addresses associated with each 
cache line are unique, and thus the common portion of the memory address range 
shared by each byte in the same cache line is referred to as the cache line tag. The 
cache line tag maps the cache to a location in main memory. Normally, the cache 
line size (in bytes) Is a power of 2 (e.g. 16, 32, 64, 128, etc). Typically, a cache 
line is a set size of bytes for a particular MP computer system. For example^Jntel 
Corporation's PentiunLRTM. Processor family utilizes 32 byte cache lines Thus 
some lower bits within the memory address are used to distinguish a specific byte 
or beginning range of bytes within the cache line. These lower address bits are 
not considered part of the tag, since they are not common between all the bytes in 
the memory address range associated with the cache line. 
McCrory, p. 3, para. 0036. 

McCrory teaches improving multi-processor system performance by nunimizing cache coherency 
operations through the use of cache line affinity bits to intelligently modify requests for cache lines. 
McCrory is concerned with avoiding unnecessary cache coherency operations when a caching agent 
requests broader cache permissions than are actually needed. Applicants have shown in section IV above, 
that Browen does not teach "setting a transfer size to align the data with a cache line size if the amount of 
data to be transferred is unequal to the cache line size." Applicants have also shown in the same section 
that Browen does not teach, "wherein an amount of data is less than or equal to the transfer size." 
Nothing in McCrory's entire disclosure teaches or suggests these two features that are missing from 
Browen. Because McCrory is not concerned with making data transfer between a memory and a network 
adapter efficient, McCrory fails to disclose any mechanism to accomplish that function. As a result, 
McCrory does not disclose either of the two features that are deficient in Browen as to claim 1 . 

Therefore, the combination of Browen in view of McCrory cannot teach all features of claim 4. 
Consequendy, Browen in view of McCrory does not make claims 4 and 12 obvious under 35 USC § 
103(a). 
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VA ji Kn Teaching. frnorartinn. of Estivation F ysts to Comhin* the Peferences 
In addition, a prima facie obviousness rejection against features of claim 4, has not been made 
became no proper teaching or suggestion to combine the references exists in the references. A prima 
facie case of obviousness is established when the teachings of the prior art itself suggest the claimed 
subject matter to a person of ordinary skill in the art. In re Be//. 991 F.2d 781. 783. 26 U.S.P.Q.2d 1529, 
1531 (fed. Cir. 1993). A proper primafacU case of obviousness cannot be established by combining the 
teachings of the prior art absent some teaching, incentive, or suggestion supporting the combination. In 
re Napier, 55 F.3d 610. 613. 34 U.S.P.Q.2d 1782, 1784 (Fed. Cir. 1995); In re Bond, 910 F.2d 83 1, 834. 
15 U.SP.Q.2d 1566, 1568 (Fed. Cir. 1990). No such teaching or suggestion is present in the cited 
references and the Examiner has not pointed out any teaching or suggestion that is based on the prior art. 

The Examiner has failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection against features of claim 4. 
because the Examiner has not stated a proper teaching, suggestion, or motivation to combine the 
references, instead, the Examiner has only stated a proposed advantage to combining the references. 
However, an advantage is not necessarily a leaching, suggestion, or motivation. To constitute a proper 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation, the Examiner must establish that one of ordinary skill would both 
recognize the advantage and have a reason to implement the advantage. For example, a first reference 
may disclose the use of lasers to achieve nuclear fusion. A second reference may disclose that ultra-high 
power lasers deliver more energy. One of ordinary skill may recognize that an ultra-high power laser 
would be more useful to achieve nuclear fusion, though one of ordinary skill would be motivated to avoid 
combining the references because of the extreme expense of ultra-high power lasers. In this example, one 
of ordinary skill is motivated to avoid implementing the combination, even if he or she recognized the 
advantage, and so no teaching, suggestion, or motivation exists to combine the references. 

In the case at hand, the Examiner has not provided a sufficient reason why one of ordinary skill 
would recognize the proposed advantage or have a reason to implement it. The Examiner states. 

At the time of the invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to combine the cited disclosures in order to obtain a method including 
a "typical" cache line size, as taught by McCrory et al. (see Id.) 
Office action dated March 1, 2006, p. 9. 

However, the proposed motivation does not actually exist because making a cache of the size 
disclosed by McCrory does not cure any shortcoming in Bremen's system for accomplishing Bremen's 
purpose. Regardless of the size of the cache. Brown is simply concerned with whether boundary 
conditions me violated during a PCI-X transaction. The fact that McCrory can potentially impart a cache 
of the size 2 to the power of an integer makes no difference to Browen. No deficiency exists in Browen 
that can be cured by taking into account McCrory 's cache size. Browen is concerned with thorough 
testing for PCI-X protocol violation including allowable disconnect boundaries in the memory and the 
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cache, not preventing unnecessary cache coherency operations over a processor bus. Furthermore. 
Browen provides a complete system and method for testing PCI-X device, for protocol violations, and U 
not deficient in supporting that function. Because Brown is not lacking in this capability, Brown'* 
existing disclosure vitiates any putative need for McCrory's teachings. For these reasons, the Examiner's 
statement fails to provide a proper teaching, suggestion, or motivation to combine the references. 
Accordingly, the Examiner has failed to state a prima fade obviousness rejection against claims 4 and 12. 

v xM The Examiner Used ImnermtfftWe Htndslg i)t >Vhen Fashinninp the Rejection 
In' addition, the Examiner has failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection against claim 4, 
because the Examiner used impermissible hindsight when fashioning the rejection. Personal opinion 
cannot be substituted for what the prior art teaches because * prima facie case of obviousness is 
established when the teachings of the prior art itself suggest the claimed subject matter to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art. In re BelU 991 F.2d 781, 783, 26 U.S.P.Q.2d 1529, 1531 (Fed. Or. 1993). 
The Examiner believes. 

At the time of the invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
combine the cited disclosures in order to obtain a method including a "typical cache line size, as 
taught by McCrory et al. (see Id.) 
Office action dated March 1, 2006, p. 9. 

However, a simple substitution as the Examiner suggests would not change anything in Browen' s 
operations to give any advantage to Brown's system directly or indirectly, and therefore will not produce 
the system as claimed by Applicants. Furthermore, as described above. Browen has no need for changing 
cache requests to avoid unnecessary cache coherency operations, in order to test for PCI-X protocol 
violations. McCrory fails to provide a reason to replace cache size in Browen 's system, in the manner 
claimed by the Examiner. Thus, none of the references teaches or suggests combining the references as 
posited by the Examiner, to achieve the results of the claimed method, and one of ordinary skill would 
have no reason to combine or otherwise modify the references. 

Based on the plain disclosures in the references, the only suggestion to modify the references is 
found in Applicant's specification. Hence, the Examiner must have used Applicant's specification to find 
a teaching, suggestion, or motivation to combine the references. Doing so is impermissible hindsight and 
fails to comport with the standards of Graham v. John Deere Co,, 383 U.S. 1 (1966). which requires a 
proper teaching, suggestion, or motivation to combine or modify references to achieve a proper 
obviousness rejection. Accordingly, the Bxaminex has feUed to state zprima facie obviousness rejection 
against claims 4 and 12. 
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VAa* T»»f^™~ W^ U j rnmhined By One of QdipBR St*™ in fre Ar j 

n^n^Thev AHrtw^rafftn^iit Problems 

One of ordinary skill would not combine the references to achieve the invention of claim 4 
because the references are directed towards solving different problems. It is necessary to consider the 
reality of the drcurostances-in other words, common sense-to deciding in which fields a person of 
ordinary skill would reasonably be expected to look for a solution to the problem facing the inventor. In re 
Oetlker. 977 F.2d 1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992); Inre Wood, 5<>9F.2d 1032, 1036, 202 U.S.P.Q, 171. 174(CCPA 
1979). The cited references do not address the same problems. 

In the case at hand, Browen is directed to solving the problem of testing for PCI-X protocol 
violations. For example, Browen provides that: 

An improved PCI-X verification method and apparatus provides iterative testing 
of all desired conditions or protocol combinations in a PCI-X system. One or 
more commands may be tested in combination with one or more functional 
behavior parameters throughout a desired range of variable parameter values. In 
one aspect, an apparatus and method for testing a PCI-X device for compliance 
under the PCI-X Addendum to the PCI Local Bus Specification in completer 
operation are provided. In another aspect, an apparatus and method for testing a 
PCI-X-device for compliance under the PCI-X addendum to the PCI Local Bus 
Specification in requester operation are provided. 

to one aspect, the present invention provides a method for the automatic testing 
of a PCI-X bus system in an ^formation handling system, such as a computer 
system, comprising the steps of selecting a PCI-X command to be tested; 
programming a PCI-X requester to exhibit predetermined functional behavior 
during a PCI-X transaction; asserting the PCI-X command to inmate a PCI-X 
transaction, the transaction comprising transfer of data over the PCI-X bus; 
transferring at least a portion of the data; monitoring and recording the behavior 
of the PCI-X bus system; determining whether a PCI-X protocol error has 
occurred; if an error has occurred, logging the error and halting execution; 
repeating the process until it is determined that an error has occurred or until the 
PCI-X transaction is complete; and, if the PCI-X transaction is completed, 
writing data from a first memory location to a second memory location, reading 
date from the second memory location, and comparing data from the first 
memory location to data from the second memory location. In a further aspect, 
one or more commands may be tested in combination with one or more 
functional behavior parameters throughout a desired range of variable parameter 
values. 

Browen, Abstract; col. 1, 1. 53 - col. 2, 1. 7. 

On the other hand, McCrory is directed to the problem of modifying cache line requests in order 
to Improve system performance. For example. McCrory provides as follows: 

[0004] Caching agents may request a read-only copy of a cache line or a read- 
write copy of a cache line. Some caching agents rarely write to the cache line, yet 
still request the cache line with read-write permission. When a caching agent 
requests a cache line with read-write permission, but does not write data to the 
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cache line, many useless cache coherency operations may 
processor bus. For example, if an I/O device, such as a small computer system 
interface (SCSI) bus. or an Ethernet network Interface card (NIC), requests a 
reSwrite copy of a cache line of data, the I/O device will receive the cache line 
with read-write permission and all other devices with a copy of that cache line 
will be forced to release their copy of the cache line. However, such an VO 
device rarely writes to a cache line, rather, it typically sends the data to another 
device for viewing purposes. This creates useless cache coherency operations 
when caching agents are forced to release their copy of the cache line. 

[0O051 Cache based computer systems tack explicit software controlled 
mechanisms that would enable software to modify cache line requests In order to 
improve overall system performance. Therefore, such a mechanism would be 
very desirable. 
MeCrory, p. 1, para. 0004, 0005. 

Thus, the references address completely distinct problems that are unrelated to each other. 
Because the references address completely distinct problems, one of ordinary skill would have no reason 
to combine or otherwise modify the references to achieve the claimed invention. Thus, one of ordinary 
skill in the art would not combine these references as proposed by the Examiner. Accordingly, the 
Examiner has failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection against claim 4. 

For example, as shown above and below, when the technical details of the references are 
considered, the logical conclusion to draw is that one of ordinary skill would not combine the references 
because combining the references would provide no advantage in Browen 's system. The reason for this 
fact is, in part, derived from the fact that the references address different problems. The Examiner has not 
overcome the specific deficiencies in Browen and MeCrory, and has not overcome any of the specific 
facts pointed out by Applicants that, show that one of ordinary skill would not combine the references 
when the references are considered as a whole. For this reason, and for the reasons already given, the 
Examiner has failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection against claims 4 and 12. 

V.A.v «f Whv Eaffltagr H»« Tailed to State a Prima Fade Qbytoumew, 

p °i^"ii ftp? 1 "* 1 Cb>im 4 
In general, the Examiner appears to proceed from the false assumption that just because 

individual elements of a claimed invention can be found in two or more references, combining the 
references would automatically render the claimed invention obvious to one of ordinary skill. In fact, the 
vast bulk of patentable inventions is derived from combinations of elements that can be found in the prior 
art. 

In the case at hand, the Examiner has failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection for the 
following reasons: The proposed combination does not teach all of the features of claim 4; no teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation exists to combine the references; the Examiner used irnpermissible hindsight 
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when fashioning the rejection; and the references would not be combined by one of ordinary skill in the 
art because they address different problems. 

Therefo*. Applicants respectfully urge that the rejections against claims 4 and 12 be withdrawn 

and that claims 4 and 12 be allowed. 



V.B A« to Claims 6 -«, 14-™- 1«- 20 

The Examiner has rejected claims 6-8, 1446. 18, and 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Browen, in view of Ishida, Method and system for generating image in computer 
graphics. United States Patent No. 6,456,283 Bl (Issued September 24. 2002) (hereinafter, "ftWdO. 
This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

The Examiner has rejected claim 6 stating: 

Regarding claim 6, Browen teaches a method for transferring data from a 
memoty to a network adapter (see col. 3. lines 6-7 and 12-13) . The reference 
teaches receiving a request (see Figure 3; col. 4. line 29) to transfer data in the 
memory to a network adapter; and setting a transfer size to align the data (see coi. 
4 lines 37-40; "allows for fiill testing on various memory address alignments 
and cache boundaries") with a cache line size if the amount of data to be 
transferred is unequal to the cache line size, wherein an amount of data is less 
than or equal to the transfer size (see col. 4, lines 29-31) . Furthermore. Browen 
teaches transferring the amount of data in a frame, with a frame size (see coi. 4, 

lines 45-47). . ., , _ .. 

Although the Browen reference clearly teaches setting a length value according 
to the cache size, it does not specify whether the frame size is divisible by a 
cache line size with or without a remainder, in order to set the length, as claimed. 
Ishida teaches a method in which if the size is divisible with no remainder, a 
length is established equal to the length field. If it results in a remainder, it sets 
the field to aMgn the data (see col. 8, lines 37-47) . 
At the time of the invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to combine the cited disclosures in order to obtain a method of setting 
length fields applied to computer graphics, having "speedily" execution of 
functions, as taught by Ishida (see col. 1, lines 7-10) . 
Office Action dated March 1, 2006. pp. 10-1 1. 

Claim 6 Is representative of all claims in this group and recites: 

6; A method in a data processing system for transferring data from a 
memory to a network adapter, the method comprising: „♦„,„,* 
identifying frame size for a transfer of the data from the memory to the network 

adapter; 

setting a length equal to a cache line size; 
if the frame size is divisible by a cache line size without a remainder, setting a valid data 
length equal to the length field; and 
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If the frame size divided by the cache line size results in a remainder, setting the 
length field to align the data with the cache line size. 

VJ>J TYta p^^d Combination Does Not Tearh all oftr,* Futures Claint 6 
The Examiner has failed to state a prima fade obviousness rejection because the proposed 

combination does not teach all of the features of claim 6. In the case at hand, not all of the features of the 

claim have been considered and the teachings of the references themselves do not suggest the claimed 

subject matter to a person of ordinary skill in the art. 

Claim 6 claims a method, and incorporates some features that are visually similar to, but distinct 

from some corresponding features of claim 1 . The Examiner applies the same rationale to these features 

as the Bxaminer has applied against similarly situated features in claim 1 . For example, claim 6 recites. 

"setting a length equal to a cache line size." Claim 1 recites, "setting a transfer size to align the data with 

a cache line size." The Examiner states vis-a-vis claim 1 feature, 

setting a transfer size to align the date (see col. 4, lines 37-40) with a cache, line 
size if the amount of data to be transferred is unequal to the cache line size, 
wherein an amount of data is less than or equal to the frangfer size (see col. 4, 
lines 29-31). 

Office action dated March 1, 2006. p. 6. 

The Examiner states vis-a-vis claim 6 feature. 

setting a transfer size to align the data (see col. 4, lines 37-40) with a cache line 
size if the amount of data to be transferred is unequal to the cache line size, 
wherein an amount of data is less than or equal to the transfer size (see col. 4, 
lines 29-3 1) 
Office action dated March 1 , 2006, p. 10. 

The Examiner has not addressed the specific features of claim 6 in this rejection but instead 
copied the rejection of claim 1 verbatim Notice should be taken that the features of claim 6 that the 
Examiner rejects are non-existent in claim 6. Claim 6 has no feature that recites "setting a transfer size to 
align the data with a cache line size if the amount of data to be transferred is unequal to the cache line 
size, wherein an amount of data is less than or equal to the transfer size." Therefore, the Examiner has 
failed to cite adequate teaching or suggestion of the specific features of claim 6 in the primary reference 
Browen. Therefore, whether Ishida provides support for the deficiencies that the Examiner concedes in 
Browen is immaterial. Therefore, the Examiner has failed to state a prima facie case of obviousness 
against claims 6-8. 14-16, 18, and 20 under 35 U.S.C. 8 103(a). 

Even if. arguendo, the Examiner had cited Browen as showing the feature "setting a length equal 
to a cache line size" of claim 6, such a rejection would be. invalid as well. As Applicants have 
demonstrated in section IV above. Browen is devoid of any disclosure as to setting of any parameter equal 



Page 22 of 29 
Diexks, Jr. et al. - 10/621,948 



PAGE 24731 • RCVD AT 5/31/2006 4:35:50 PM [Eastern Daylight frnie] • SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-1/19 « DNIS:2738300 * CSID:972 385 7766 * DURATION (mm-ss):W40 



May 31 2006 3J42PH YEE 8. ASSOCIATES, P. C. 
I ■ -i — ' 



(972J 385-77GG 



P 



to b cache line size. Therefore, Brawtn cannot teach, "setting a length equal to a cache line sire" as 
claimed. 

Therefore, the combination of Browen in view of Ishida cannot teach all features of the claimed 
invention. Consequeiuly. Bwvven in view of MWa does not make claims 6-8, 14-16, 18. and 20 obvious 
under 35 USC § 103(a). 

V.BJ1 N» T^chtng or Suction Exists T ft Combine the References ^»f e E ^h 
D JSL^ &nr*Z * ff r^U Snint ff r to — That Each Sp ^» 

Both Browen and represent complete solutions to the problems each solves. Browen 
shows a system for testing for PCI-X protocol violations. Browen represents a complete solution for 
fashioning such a system. On the other hand, Ishida shows a system for generating image in computer 
graphics while speedily executing hidden surface removal. 

It is an object to speedily generate a hidden surface removed image, by dividing 
one picture frame into a plurality of rectangular blocks and by repeating 
generation of a hidden surface removed block image. 

Ishida, abstract. 

Ishida represents a complete solution for fashioning such a system. Because each reference 
provides a complete solution to the problem that each reference represents, one of ordinary skill would 
have no reason to combine or otherwise modify the references. Accordingly, the Examiner has failed to 
state a prima facie obviousness rejection against claims 6-8, 14-16, 18, and 20. 

In addition, the Examiner has failed to state & prima facie obviousness rejection against features 
of claim 6, because the Examiner has not stated a proper teaching, suggestion, or motivation to combine 
the references. Instead, the Examiner has only stated a proposed advantage to combining the references. 
However, an advantage is not necessarily a teaching, suggestion, or motivation. To constitute a proper 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation, the Examiner must establish that one of ordinary skill would both 
recognize the advantage and have a reason to implement the advantage. 

In the case at hand, the Examiner has not provided a sufficient reason why one of ordinary skill 
would recognize the proposed advantage or have a reason to implement it The Examiner states, 
At the time of the invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
been motivated to combine the cited disclosures in order to obtain a method of 
setting length fields applied to computer graphics, having "speedily" execution of 
functions, as taught by Ishida (see col. 1 , lines 7- 10) . 
Office action dated March 1, 2006. p. 11. 

However, the proposed motivation does not actually exist because Browen does not disclose 
setting a length field as Applicants have described in section IV above. Because Browen does not teach 
the feature "setting a length," such a feature cannot be borrowed from Browen and combined with Ishida. 
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If the pr°P°*d combination is not possible due to non-disclosure of the combined features in the 
references, the references cannot logically provide a motivation to combine the absent features either. For 
these reasons, the Examiner's statement fails to provide a proper teaching, suggestion, or motivation to 
combine the references. Accordingly, the Examiner has failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection 
against claims 6-8, 14-16, 18 and 20. 

V.BJU T H« F.™ni™r the f T m «.™fc.ihfe fflnrta>ht When Fa S h>mn P the Ruction 

in addition, the Examiner has failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection against claim 6. 
because the Examiner used impermissible hindsight when fashioning the rejection. A simple substitution 
as the Examiner suggests would not add anything in Ishida 's system that Ishida 't system is not already 
able to do, and therefore will not produce the system as claimed by Applicants. Ishida falls to provide a 
reason to introduce frame size in Browen's system, and Brawen fails to provide a reason why setting a 
length field in Ishida will be beneficial in the manner claimed by the Examiner, especially when Broken 
does not teach setting a length field for Browen's own use. Thus, none of the references teaches or 
suggests combining the references as posited by the Examiner, to achieve the results of the claimed 
method, and one of ordinary skill would have no reason to combine or otherwise modify the references. 

Based on the plain disclosures in the references, the only suggestion to modify the references is 
found in Applicant's specification. Hence, the Examiner must have used Applicant's specification to find 
a teaching, suggestion, or motivation to combine the references. Doing so is impermissible hindsight and 
fails to comport with the standards of Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 (1966), which requires a 
proper teaching, suggestion, or motivation to combine or modify references to achieve a proper 
obviousness rejection. Accordingly, the Examiner has failed to state * prima facie obviousness rejection 
against claims 6-8, 14-16, 18, and 20. 

VAJv gwamary. nf Whv the Examiner H.,« Failed to S*»*° « Prima Fade Obviousness 
Ff l^flftlf Against Claim 6 

In general, the Examiner appears to proceed from the false assumption that just because 
individual elements of a claimed invention can be found in two or more references, combining the 
references would automatically render the claimed invention obvious to one of ordinary skill. In fact, that 
vast bulk of patentable inventions is derived from combinations of elements that can be found in the prior 
art. 

In the case at hand, the Examiner has failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection for the 
following reasons: The proposed combination does not teach all of the features of claim 6; no teaching or 
suggestion exists to combine the references because each reference represents a complete solution to the 
problem that each solves; and the Examiner used impermissible hindsight when fashioning the rejection. 
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Therefore, AppUcants respectfully urge that the rejections against claims 6-8, 14-16, 18, and 20 
be withdrawn and these claims be allowed. 



VI Conclusion 

Applicants respectfully urge that the subject application is patentable over Holm, AAPA, KermeU 
and Arndt. and is now in condition for allowance. 

The Examiner is invited to call the undersigned at the below-listed telephone number if in the 
opinion of the Examiner such a telephone conference would expedite or aid the prosecution and 
examination of this application. 



r>A-m: Mav3L2006 



Respect 



//A 



Rakesh C^arg 

Reg. No. 57,434 

Yee & Associates, P,C. 

P.O, Box 802333 

Dallas, TX 75380 

(972)385-8777 

Agent for Applicants 
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APPENDIX A 



XE^JSfiS^t* the absolute va.ue function v^^ESST* 
using an applet. The properties of basic equations and Inequalities wrth absolute 
value are included. 



For another tutorial on absolute value 
functions, go here. 
Definition. 

n 

What Is | x | ? M , 

Click on the button above "click here to start and 
maximize the window obtained. The point 
corresponding to x can be moved by dragging It 
On the left panel of the applet select "definition". 
Two points are on the number line: a point 
corresponding to a real number a and a point 
corresponding to a real number x which can be 
dragged. 

Use the slider on the left panel to set a to 0 (if it Is 
not already). On the main panel ( top left ) ana 
displayed x and | x |. 

Now set x to 2, find the distance between the origin 
of the number line (0) and x. Compare this distance 
to j x I shown on the main panel. 
Now set x to -2, find the distance between the 
origin of the number line (0) and x. Compare this 
distance to | x | shown on the main panel. 
Repeat 3 and 4 above for x = 5 and x = -5 
respectively. 

What do you conclude when you compare the 

absolute values to the distances? 

Check that ( use other values for x if necessary) 

| x | = x when x>= 0 
and | x |- - x whenx<0 

What Is | x -a |? 

Use the slider on the left panel to set a to 2 . On the 
main panel Is displayed | x - a |. 
Set x to 4, find the distance between the point 
corresponding to a and the point corresponding to 
x. Compare this distance to | x - a | shown on the 
main panel. 

Set x to 0. find the distance between the point 
corresponding to a and the point corresponding to 
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x. Compare this distance to | x - a | shown on the 
main panel. 

Repeat 3 and 4 above for x = 3 and x = 1 
respectively. 

What do you conclude when you compare the 
absolute values to the distances as defined above? 
Check that (use other values for x and a If 
necessary) 

| x - a | = x - a when x 

and 9 |x-a| = -(x - a) whenx 

Use the concept of distance to define | x - a |. (Note 
that | x | = | x - 0 1). 

Use the Definition of th« Absolute Value 
Function to Explore B asic Equations and 
Inequalities of the form; 

— | x - a | - b |x 

-a[<b |x-e|>b 

On the left panel select "properties", set a (the top 
slider) to 0 and set b to 1 (the lower slider). The 
main panel (middle one) shows an equation 

| x | = 1 (in dark green) 

and two inequalities 

l x | < 1 (In 
blue) and I x | > 1 (In 

red) 

The solution of | x | ■ 1 is shown (dark green) as 
two points symmetric with respect to the origin: -1 
and 1 . Explain the two solutions. 
The solution set to | x | < 1 is given by the blue 
Interval (-1 ,1). Use the fact that | x | is a distance to 
explain the solution set. 

The solution set to | x | > 1 is given by the union of 
the Intervals (-Infinity . -1) and (1 ,+infinity) (In 
red). Use the fact that | x | is a distance to explain 
the solution set. 

Set a to 1 and b to 3. You now have the equation 
and inequalities 

|x-1 |=3 I x 

-1|<3 |x-1|>3 
Explain the two solutions of the equation and the 
solution sets of the two Inequalities. 
Use the results above and the definition to check 
that: 
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1 - 1 x - a | « b is equivalent to: x • a » b 
and x - a = - b 

2- | x_a l <b is equivalent to: -b<x-a 
<b 

3- |x-a|>b Is equivalent to: x-a>b 
or x-a<-b 

Exorcises: Answer the following questions 
analytically and use the applet to check the 
answers. . 

1 - Evaluate: a) |-2| b) |4| 

2 - Solve the equations: a) | x I - 0 d) | x | 
= 3 c) | x - 2 1 - 1 

3 - Solve the Inequalities: a) | x | < 2 b) | x - 
1|>3 c) | x + 2 | < 2 

Think about sojyjpfljbc following 

a) | x l = -2 

b) |x-4|<-4 



Sowce: http//ww.ai»lyze^^ 
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APPENDDCB 

xffvn g^p* Function 
\i secfc 



The abs 0 function returns the absolute value of a number, 




VX.A.IH Result 



Source: http://www.w3schoolsxoni/wnd8cript/lang_abs,asp 



Page 29 of 29 
Dierks, Jr. et al. - 10/621,948 



PAGE 31/31 1 RCVD AT 5/31/2006 4:35:50 PM [Eastern Daylight fDne] ' SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-1/19 • DNIS:2738300 ft CSID:972 385 7766 * DURATION (mm-ss):0940 



This Page is Inserted by IFW Indexing and Scanning 
Operations and is not part of the Official Record 

BEST AVAILABLE IMAGES 

Defective images within this document are accurate representations of the original 
documents submitted by the applicant. 

Defects in the images include but are not limited to the items checked: 

□ BLACK BORDERS 

□ IMAGE CUT OFF AT TOP, BOTTOM OR SIDES 

□ FADED TEXT OR DRAWING 

□ BLURRED OR ILLEGIBLE TEXT OR DRAWING 

□ SKEWED/SLANTED IMAGES 

□ COLOR OR BLACK AND WHITE PHOTOGRAPHS 

□ GRAY SCALE DOCUMENTS 

<M LINES OR MARKS ON ORIGINAL DOCUMENT 

□ REFERENCED) OR EXHIBIT(S) SUBMITTED ARE POOR QUALITY 

□ OTHER: 

IMAGES ARE BEST AVAILABLE COPY. 
As rescanning these documents will not correct the image 
problems checked, please do not report these problems to 
the IFW Image Problem Mailbox. 



